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ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES 
(Not approved by the Academic Senate.) 
February 25, 1987 Volume XVIII, No . 10 
Call to Order 
Chairperson Schmaltz called the meeting of the Academic Senate to order 
at 7:05 p.m. in the Circus Room of the Bone Student Center. 
Roll Call 
Secretary DeLong called the roll and declared a quorum present. 
Approval of the Minutes of February 11, 1987 
Mr. Shulman asked about the last four lines on page 3. They did not make 
sense the way they were written. Had something been left out on the word 
processor? 
Ms. Mills and Secretary DeLong corrected the last sentence to read: 
"Every department that has a course in the University Studies program 
has a faculty representative on the sub-committee." 
Mr. Wagner moved to approve the minutes as corrected. 
Motion carried on a voice vote. 
Chairperson's Remarks 
(Second , Osuna) . 
Mr. Schmaltz announced that Mary Edwards was ill and could not attend, but 
is expected to be in the Senate Office next week. 
Vice Chairperson's Remarks 
Mr. Semlow stated that there were three graduate students running for 
two open positions in the upcoming elections, and there are 22 under-
graduate students running for 15 open senate seats. 
Student Body President's Remarks 
Mr. Bailey was not present. Mr. Semlow announced that with the elections 
corning up, the SBBD tenure is corning to an end. Their last meeting will 
be Wednesday, March 18th, and that will be when they have the passing of 
the gavel ceremonies. 
) 
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ADMINISTRATORS' REMARKS 
Mr. Watkins stated he would like to review a sheet that had been distributed 
to Senators (copy attached) in regard to budgets and how they are derived in 
the State of Illinois. After a number of years of trying to explain this, 
he found that it was one of those things that had to be done on an annual 
basis because new F~~~l~ ~ome in to the Senate who have a rather different 
view on how budgets are derived and an exaggerated view of how or to what 
degree lobbying creates differences among institutions. All we have at this 
time is a budget figure recommended by the Illinois Board of Higher Education . 
The IBHE and the Board of Regents start the process. The Board of Regents first 
and then they pass on their recommendations to the Board of Higher Education. 
They then in turn will pass the recommendations on to the General Assembly and 
the Bureau of the Budget which advise the Governor. The Board of Regents and 
the IBHE have one thing in common, they can make recommendations, but they 
don't have a nickel to distribute. That is done by the General Assembly, 
with eventually the concurrence of the Governor. These are the recommendations 
that currently exist (do not spend a nickel of what I am about to tell you, 
because we have no idea at this point of what the Governor is going to say 
in his budget message nor do we have any idea whether the Governor's recom-
mendations will be intact until around the 15th of July). We don't know 
that. But the Illinois Board of Higher Education has recommended for each and 
every state university that the personnel budget line of last year be increased 
by 6% on a 95% base. Let me explain how one does that. You take last year's 
personnel budget for Illinois State and multiply it by .95 and then multiply 
that figure by 6%. So it is not 6%, more like 5.7% of new monies that we get. 
But we don't get that necessarily, we don't know what we are going to get. 
That is the IBHE recommendation . The Illinois Board of Higher Education 
is recommending that all other costs for contractual,· equipment, all other 
costs, except library materials and utilities, be increased by 3%. They are 
recommending that library materials increase by 7% to make up for some very 
inflationary values indeed, in terms of purchase of library materials . The 
budget for utilities will vary according to the purveyor of the utilities and 
the mix of the utilities. We buy almost everything from Illinois Power Company. 
But at any rate, that will vary, because in some areas the purveyors of utilities 
charge more than they do here and in some areas they charge less. Many people 
believe that the way that universities can make up an underfunded situation is 
through what is called the Program and Institutional Support, or as I put it at 
the top of my handout the "PIEs". New money for new programs, for expansion 
of programs, all the new money we get. I wanted to do a little analysis for you. 
The first column takes each of the state universities and gives you the per cent 
of last year's budget. Our current appropriated budget is 76.3 million. 
Our request at Illinois State for new programs for new monies constitutes 7.8% 
of that 76.3 million, or close to $6 million. The requests are allover the 
place in terms of per cent of base ranging from a high of 14.4 % at Governor's 
State to a low of 2.8% at SIU-Carbondale. These are requests. The IBHE 
recommendations are in the middle column, and you will find a great leavening 
in the middle column. There is a high of 4.6 at Eastern Illinois University 
to a low of 2.5 at Western Illinois University. ISU had 3.3 of our base. 
The idea is to pretty well even it out. One gets the succinct impression 
that overall there is about an ideal of 3% that is going to be plugged into 
new money for the institution. They broke that up a bit. Why did Eastern 
Illinois get 4.6%? Because EIU is the one institution in the state which accord-
ing to the weighted unit cost study of instructional monies that the IBHE does 
was less than 95% of the average. They were so underfunded that they got a 
few extra dollars. That carries over to the 10.9 increase being recommended 
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in the right hand column. The point that I am trying to make is that there 
isn't much difference between institutions in terms of how much money they 
get in the program and institutional support (the new money category) . 
Everything is about the sam6. It has always been that way. The figure may 
vary, and my guess would be that by the time we get through with all of this 
in July, the figure will be less than average of 3%. We will probably be 
cutbac k, b ut ' every budy will be cutback in the same way. So the idea 
that we make up lost ground that way does not happen. 
Now look over in the far right hand column and this is the IBHE Recommended 
Total % of Increase for each of the universities. There are two that are 
higher: Northeastern Illinois and Eastern Illinois University. They were 
granted some extra new program money because their base is so low, less than 
95% of the state act. The NEIU figure is due toually to monies given them 
to maintain and staff a new academic building. We got monies too when we 
opened new academic buildings. If it is a state, CDB funded building, you 
will receive extra money. You don't get it for opening a Bond Revenue 
funded building. That has to be part of the cost of maintaining the building , 
derived from rentals, fees assessed for the building, etc. 
If you look down, you will find that the range (exclusive of EIU and NEIU) 
is from 8.2 at Circle Campus which could well be attributable to the difference 
in the cost of their utilities, to 7.4 at SIU-Carbondale. Our figure is 8 . 1i 
Northern's 8.0i Sangamon 7.0. So you can see that other than Eastern and 
NIEU we come in certainly in the middle of a very narrow range. I would be 
glad to answer any questions that you might have about this specific set of 
statistics. I think it is an instructive set of statistics and one that I 
hope can clear up some misunderstandings that people have about how budgets 
are derived. If there are cuts that will have to be made, they will be handled 
in this same percentage way. It has been that way for ten years that I know of 
and this is how budgeting is done in the State of Illinois. I wanted you to 
be aware of this so that you would have a better feel for what we have to do 
with regard to budget preparation in the State of Illinois. 
Mr. Petrossian asked if the new money was 7.8 million dollars. Dr. Watkins 
replied, no, that is the per cen t of the base budget. For example, our 
proposed increase is 8.1% of the $76.3 million, our current appropriated 
budget. The percentage of this years budget proposed for each institution. 
Don't try to tie the percentages to amounts at all, because they all vary. 
Is this sent to the Governor? Mr. Watkins said that the budget that has 
been recommended by the IBHE in January (assuming that it doesn't get altered 
because the Governor say s we have to cut down) is sen t over to the appropria-
tions committees of the parties in the house and the senate , and then are sent 
simultaneously to the Bureau of the Budget, an operation which gives the 
Governor information about the budgets and revenues in the State. Then there 
will be budget hearings later in the Spring before the Senate Appropriations 
Committee and the House Appropriations Committee. After that there will be 
appropriations bills put in for each system (Board of Regents, U of I, 
Southern, Board of Governors, a n d Community Colleges) . Those approp riations 
bills will probably be identical. When an appropriations bill passes both 
houses, it is sent to the Governor. He has a veto--he can cut here and there , 
but he cannot add. usually we know what our budget is somewhere between the 
5th or 6th a nd the 15th of July . By that we are work i n g o n next year's budget , 
a nd trying to c l ose o ff last year's budget. So i f we seem a l i ttle schi zo-
p h r e n i c t he f irst few weeks of July , t hen t here i s a good r eason. 
XVIII-50 
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The President asked that an Executive Session be called. 
Dr. Strand had no remarks. 
Dr. Gamsky had no remarks. 
Dr. Harden had no remarks. 
ACTION ITEMS 
Election of Three Faculty Representatives and Two Student Representatives 
to the English Language Oral Proficiency Committee 
Mr. Schmaltz stated that Senator Borg provided a memo listing the recommen-
dations of the Administrative Affairs Committee and because Mary is ill we 
did not get it duplicated in time for it to get out to you. 
Mr. Borg said that Dr. Strand had discussed at the last Senate meeting that 
this committee would consist of nine members, five of which the Senate will 
elect: three faculty members and two students. The Administrative Affairs 
Committee was asked to solicit people who would be willing to put their names 
in nomination to accomplish the committee's duty by May 1st. We are under a 
time constraint here. The committee has nominated Irene Brosnahan from the 
English Department; Matthew Nadakavukaren from Biology; Nweze Nnakwe from 
Home Economcis on the faculty side, and two students: Marc Feaster, a graduate 
student; and Kevin Semlow, an undergraduate student, both of whom you know. 
Mr. Strand stated that he had moved in the direction of appointing a Chair-
person for the Committee, Dean Elizabeth Chapman of the College of Applied 
Science and Technology. Dr. Martin Young will be the Department Chair 
serving on the committee. As I indicated to the Senate in a meeting two 
weeks ago, this is a process that we are mandated to pursue. This course 
in the minds of some may be controversial, but we are going to take this step 
in such a way that it will be as inoffensive as possible in those cases where 
there may be a problem with unreported or unsubstantiated claims they will be 
viewed as an employee assistance program rather than a punitive type of program 
to deal with the oral English language proficiency. I think that the recom-
mendations coming from the Administrative Affairs Committee reflect the 
circumstances of some of our faculty who perhaps were not born and raised 
in the United States and therefore, in some cases, do not possess English 
as their native tongue. He said he would be happy to respond to questions 
about the committee. 
Mr. Schmaltz read the committee report from the Administrative Affairs Committee . 
The five nominees were: Irene Brosnahan, English; Matthew Nadakavukaren, Biology; 
Nweze Nnakwe, Home Economics; Marc Feaster, Graduate Student; and Kevin Semlow, 
undergraduate student. He asked for nominations from the floor. There were none . 
Ms. Getsi asked about the departments represented. 
Motion on the election of five representatives to the English Language Oral 
Proficiency Committee carried on a voice vote. 
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Election of Two Faculty Representatives to the Search Committee for 
Affirmative Action Officer 
Mr. Borg stated that the Administrative Affairs Committee had also been 
asked to nominate two persons to serve on the search committee that needs 
to be initiated right away for the University Affirmative Action Officer. 
With the Senate's indulgence, they would like to have that ac~ed on right 
away . 
Mr. Schmaltz stated that the two nominees were Marva DeLoach, Milner Library; 
and Douglas West, Chemistry. In order to put this on the Agenda as an Action 
Item, it takes the unanimous consent of the Senate. He did not wish to appear 
as if this was being pushed through. There is some urgency here, however. 
Mr. Shulman said that the University 
action officer position a year ago. 
and bypassing Senate procedures. 
knew of the opening for an affirmative 
He objected to rushing this through 
Mr. Watkins explained the situation was that Dorothy Carrington retired last 
summer and since that time we have had an acting head in that area, Gloria 
Jeanne Davis. Dr. Morris felt, and the President agreed with him, that for a 
position such as this it is imperative that there be a national search before 
a permanent individual fills the position. Morris had requested that a 
committee be formed. There is some urgency to get the search under way in 
that he hopes to have that position filled by the beginning of the ' fiscal year. 
Mr. Schmaltz had talked with Vice President Morris, and there was no outlying 
procedure for a selection committee for the Affirmative Action Office. There 
were to be a substantial number of members on the committee, and Dr . Morris 
had wanted faculty input so he had asked the Senate to appoint two additional 
members. 
Mr. Shulman stated his objections to pushing this matter through the Senate. 
Mr. Schmaltz stated that this matter had gone through the Administrative 
Affairs Committee. He asked if there were any objections to including 
this as an Action item this evening. 
Ms. Getsi asked if criteria for search c ommittee members i ncluded minority 
representation or the inclusion of protected classes such as women? 
Mr. Schmaltz answered that it was his assumption that after the Senate provides 
Dr. Morris with these two names, he will construct the rest of the committee. 
Dr. Morris wanted input from the Senate, the faculty in particular. He had 
been concerned about the procedures for the outline of the committee structure, 
and there are none. 
Ms. Getsi reiterated her concerns about minority and protected class repre-
sentation on the committee. 
Mr. DeLong said that one of the two nominees met these two criteria. 
Mr. O'Rourke asked if there were no guidelines on how this committee was to 
be set up, how the Senate got involved in this? 
) 
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Mr. Schmaltz as Chair felt that the Academic Senate might want to be involved. 
He assumed that Vice President Morris could have gone ahead and constructed 
his own committee and certainly would not have violated any procedures. 
Mr. Watkins said this was correct. He thought the Senate needed to remember 
that Dr. Morris did not need our approval for any of this. He could con-
struct a committee of five persons of his choosing and Chair the..cQ!l'.'!IitrA,e 
himself if he desired. 
Mr. Schmaltz did not wish to create the impression that Dr. Morris was saying 
to hurry with this. They want to get this search under way. He could have 
gone to the Rules Committee and asked them to come up with a new procedure. 
This matter had gone to the Executive Committee and then to Administrative 
Affairs. There are no procedures for us being involved in this search at all. 
This was a courtesy that was offered to the Senate, we could choose to say, no, 
we do not wish to have any input. 
Ms. Getsi asked about the need to move quickly on this matter. 
Mr. Schmaltz stated that Vice President Morris expressed the view that they 
would like to move quickly on the formation of this committee. 
Mr. Watkins stated that it was hoped to have an affirmative action officer 
in place by the beginning of the fiscal year. 
Mr. Schmaltz asked if there were any objections to placing this on the Agenda 
as an Action Item. 
Mr. Shulman said he would not object formally at this time, but noted his 
concern about pushing such matters through the Senate . 
Motion to place the item on the agenda carried unanimously. 
Administrative Affairs Committee nominations for Affirmative Action Officer 
search committee members: Marva DeLoach, Milner Library; Douglas West, 
Chemistry. Motion carried on a voice vote. 
INFORMATION ITEMS 
1. Academic Affairs Committee Proposed Revisions in ISU Admissions Standards 
Ms. Mills, Chair of Academic Affairs Committee, stated that senators received 
information in their packets about this item. She gave background information 
concerning the proposed revisions. About a year and a half ago in the Fall 
of 1985, the Board of Higher Education adopted some new standards known as 
Course Specific Requirements for Public Universities. What they did was to 
identify certain numbers of high school credit uni ts that students must have 
completed in order to be admitted to a public university in Illinois. Origin-
ally, the standards were to go into effect in 1990, but subsequently , the 
legislature postponed that implementation date to 1993. For the past year 
and a half, the Academic Standards Committee has been working on revi sions 
of ISU's admissions requirements to meet the guidelines established by the 
Board of Higher Education. They had a long series of meetings and looked 
at a variety of issues that were involved and subsequently developed some proposals . 
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The Academic Standards Committee recommended that there be a two-stage 
process -- one that would change our requirements somewhat as of 1990, 
and then another change that would fully implement the Board requirements 
in 1993. She commented on the materials the Senate had received, first 
mentioning the 1993 standards and then the 1990. 
First of all, you received several different pieces of information. You 
received some information about the admissions requirements that we currently 
have. These requirements are in two parts. We have some requirements that 
focus on class rank and scores on standardized tests and then we also have 
some minimal course specific requirements in effect right now which are the 
three years of high school English and one year of mathematics. The require-
ments that were adopted for 1993 are three years in mathematics, three years 
in social sciences, three years in natural sciences, and two years in elec-
tives that include foreign language, and fine arts. 
You were also given a copy of some Advisory Committee recommendations for 
the Board of Higher Education that elaborated on what their definitions 
are of courses that would meet their requirements. So, the only thing 
that is different about our requirements is that we have specified that the 
three years of mathematics must include Algebra I, Algebra II, and Geometry. 
We are strongly recommending a fourth year of advanced mathematics.- So, by 
identifying what those are which was a result of numerous discussions, we 
have taken one slight step beyond what the Board of Higher Education requires. 
The standards for 1990 are quite similar, but the step is important and 
this was done also in consultation with Dr. Wil Venerable and the Admissions 
Office recognizing that there are some high schools in Illinois that are going 
to have trouble changing their curriculum by 1990 to make sure that their 
graduates who would be eligible for admission to ISU in 1990 would be able to 
take all of these requirements. We have provided an alternative for those 
cases that, tor instance, if a student has not been able to complete four years 
of English, they can score 20 on the ACT Enqlish exam, then they would also be 
eligible. So you can see that in the E~glish, Math, Social Sciences and 
Natural Sciences areas, there is an alternative that will go into effect in 
1990 until 1993 for students to demonstrate their competency through the 
standardized test scores if they have not been able to take the actual units_ 
Other than that, what will happen in 1993 is that the alternatives will be 
eliminated and then students will have to meet the course specific require-
ments and we will continue to have our standards for the class rank and the 
ACT scores. Are there any questions? Jeff Chinn is also here. He met 
regularly with the Academic Standards Committee and would be able to provide 
information. 
Ms. Blackwell asked if the standards would take effect in 1990? 
Ms. Mills answered that these would be ISU's standards in 1990. 
Ms. Bla.ckwell asked why all these requirements were necessary. 
she was a business major and in high school she took one year 
In college it was possible not to take any science courses. 
requirement necessary. There are students who hate science. 
For example, 
of science. 
Why is this 
Ms. Mills said that there are many things in life that you need to know even 
if you do not like them. There are a lot of things that we don't like, but 
we still need to know about them. She assumed that one could not get through 
-9-
the University Studies program without taking a science course. She hoped 
they had not changed the rules on that. The high school science requirement 
might help on this. She thought that philosophically there were concerns 
about a broad education which we carry into our university studies program. 
She assumed that one of the reasons that the Board of Higher Education re-
quired this was to encourage students to take science and math, to reintro-
duce the element of .. ~~ademi~ rigor into the curricula and to therefore allow 
u n iversities to do the same thing . 
Mr . Spence wanted to make sure that it was understood completely that what we 
are really doing here is asking that the University implement the standards 
in 1990. The proposal for 1993 is being dictated to us by the IBHE. We 
have no control over that. We must have in place what you see in front of 
you as the 1993 standards. That is dictated by the Board of Higher Education 
and unless the State legislature chooses to intervene again, which seems 
unlikely since they have already intervened once, there will be no relaxation 
of those standards or of the implementation date. What we have before us is 
a proposal that these standards for 1993 be phased in as an interim step 
beginning in 1990. That will affect those students who are admitted to 
the University in 1990. It has nothing to do with the students who are 
presently here. So, I think it is important that we understand that the 
1993 proposal is absolutely beyond our control and I think that it really 
is not terribly helpful at this point, to argue about the wisdom of these 
things. We must have these standards in 1993. If there ' s a question to be 
debated, it is the question of whether we will phase them in before 1993, 
because that really is the only issue over which we have any control . 
Mr . Insel asked about the terms of the 1990 admission requirements, indicating 
the alternative of ACT scores (4 years of Math, or a score of 20). What is that 
an alternative of? 
Dr. Chinn said in each case , an ACT score of 20 could be substituted for any 
deficiency of years of study in that field. 
Mr. Insel clarified that a person could indeed have zero years of study in an 
area. Chinn replied yes. Mr. Insel said the 1990 standards could be below 
current admission standards for the University. Mr. Chinn said this could be 
a hypothetical possibility. He did not think that with most transcripts and 
ACT scores this would happen very often. There are some school systems that 
find it difficult to offer the number of years of study that are required. 
The State Board of Education is requiring so many years o f study in English , 
etc. to r eceive a high school diploma . The ACT score and the SAT equivalant 
is an opti on that students will not have. 
Ms. Mills stated that the new standards would be higher than the current ones . 
The current standards are three years of English or an ACT score of 18. 
Mr. Bowman asked if high school freshmen were aware of what these new 
requirements mean? 
Ms. Mills a n swered that the h igh s chools ha d a lready been notified o f these 
upcoming standards. The Board of Higher Education passed it so far in advance 
that the high schools have been aware of these proposed changes for some time 
and are making thei r students aware of it. 
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Mr. Shulman asked if it were true that Northern Illinois University had 
a higher ACT requirement than ISU? Dr. Chinn replied yes . Mr. Shulman 
thought that ISU should raise their standards to at least match Northern's. 
Mr. O'Rourke asked regarding the proposed 1990 standards if there had been 
a study or studies done that would show, for examp+e, how this would affect 
the current class of college freshmen entering in the Fall of 1987. 
Mr. Chinn said there had not been a study done for the class entering the 
Fall of 1986. There was one for the Fall of 1985. In each case they have 
found that 2/3 or 3/4 of the students meet each of the requirements at most 
schools. The purpose of bringing the requirements to the Senate at this 
point is so they can be widely publicized to students and students can begin 
to make the decisions they need to make so that when they enter in 1990 they will 
have the proper credits. 
Mr. Watkins stated that ISU would continue correspondence with all the high 
schools in the State of Illinois, and any changes will be conveyed to them. 
Mr. O'Rourke requested additional information about those that have been 
accepted for the Fall of 1987, how many would be affected by the standards 
for 1990? Are there any specific groups or majors that may be affected 
more by this new standard? 
Dr. Chinn thought that an impossible task to determine overall, but it could 
be dete=ined by selecting a random sample of students who have been accepted 
for next Fall. What portion of students would be affected by this is rela-
tively easy. He have approximately 8300 students currently accepted for the 
freshman class. The information being asked for was a little more complica-
ted, and could not be obtained. 
Ms. Mills thought that the information probably would not be that useful 
because there hasn't really been enough time for students that will be 
affected to begin planning if they want to go to college. She was not 
sure what could be done there, because regardless of what someone wants to 
major in, they are going to have to meet, by 1993, the requirements if they 
want to go to college. 
Dr. Strand said that another dimension of this whole scenario is that 
the IBHE Standards were originally proposed to take effect in 1990, and 
as a result of considerable discussion that took place with the secondary 
schools and the entire education community, Senator Maitland submitted an 
amendment requesting that the date be deferred to 1995, which resulted in 
the 1993 date. At least the students and secondary education systems have 
been advised of these changes in standards, and will have a few years to 
prepare for it. However, because of the original legislation for 1990, 
many schools have moved toward that year for implementation of new standards. 
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2. Rules Committee Proposed Editorial Revisions in the ISU Constitution 
Ms. Roof, Chair of the Rules Committee, stated that Senators should have 
received in their packets a draft of the revision of the ISU Constitution. 
The purpose of this revision was to remove gender specific language from the 
old document without changing the meaning or changing the document's inimi-
table constitutional style. What the committee did in general was to 
pluralize everything that was gender specific and the reason they did this 
by pluralizing was that the constitution speaks in plurals to begin with. 
Much of it was already written in plurals, and this just basically made 
the style fairly consistent throughout. It is also a very graceful way 
to eliminate gender specific language and less awkward.We also changed a 
few things like obsolete terminology that was left in the constitution. 
I believe that this document reflects all the amendments that we have passed 
all the way through the system to date. Revisions, those things that we 
have changed are underlined; and those things that were replaced are in 
parentheses. 
Mr. Spence stated that with the Senate's indulgence, he would like to make 
the following changes in the document: On Page 9, Section 2, Paragraph A, 
Line 8, I would like to change the word "tenure" to "tenured". On Page 13, 
Section 5, Paragraph A, 2nd sentence, "This committee shall consider grie-
vances which are not related to the University Appeals Committee." I would 
like to strike the words "related to" and replace that with "under the juris-
diction of". In paragraph B below, the last sentence contains a grammatical 
error, the subject of the sentence is procedure, and so the verbs should be 
"guarantee(s) and "conform(s)." 
Mr. Insel stated that there are two languages, British English and American 
English, and British English would not consider these grammatical errors. 
Chairperson Schmaltz stated that the purpose of this revision was to "clean up 
the sexist language". This was all the committee was charged with, and in 
forewarning Senator Spence, this very possibility came up. If he allowed 
these changes, he would have Senator Shulman upset that they had not gone 
through the Executive Committee. It put the chair in a very delicate position . 
The Chair ruled that only sexist changes would be made "non-sexist". No 
additional changes will be entertained at this time. If you want substantive 
changes in meaning or arguing over plurals, etc., the appropriate route is to 
go through the Rules Committee, bring it to the Executive Committee, and then 
to the floor of the Senate. We will not allow the Constitution of Illinois 
State University to be modified on the floor of the Senate other than the 
changes that have come through the Rules Committee. All comment on that 
particular issue (singulars or plurals), etc. the Chair rules out of order. 
Are there questions on the sexist or non-sexist language in the Constitution. 
Mr. Shulman said that he was very proud of the Chair of the Rules Committee. 
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Mr. Schmaltz suggested that Senator Spence submit his proposed changes 
to the Rules Committee. If Senator Roof and the Rules Committee choose 
to amend their report on the Constitution with these small changes, he 
thought it would be appropriate. The University Legal Counsel had 
reviewed the revisions and found no specific problems with the changes 
in the language from sexist to non-sexist. Mr. Goleash pointed out that 
there were parts of the Constitution which evidently are not in accordance 
with Board of Regents regulations. He suggested that the next session of 
the Senate be accorded the delightful task of trying to revise the Consti-
tution again to try to put it in line with actual Board of Regents regula-
tions. 
Mr. Spence specifically requested that the change in Section 5, Paragraph a. 
be considered by the Rules Committee. He believed that this was a significant 
change, and that obsolete language should be changed. 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
Academic Affairs Committee - No report. 
Administrative Affairs Committee - No report. 
Budget Committee - No report. 
Faculty Affairs Committee - No report. 
Rules Committee - Ms. Roof asked for a brief meeting following Senate. 
Student Affairs Committee - No report . 
COMMUNICATIONS 
Ms. Mills had a brief comment. Several days after our last Senate meeting 
something triggered in my mind thoughts concerning the communication from 
the Athletic Council that was presented to the Senate. A sense of regret 
swept over me at not having at least made some comment to say that, Yes, 
I agree with what the Athletic Council is saying and that I appreciate the 
fact that they had taken the time to get involved and speak out. 
Mr. Belknap reported that he was the representative of the Senate on the 
Facilities Naming Committee. He understood that they had scheduled a 
meeting for next week. He encouraged the Senate to give any input that 
they wished which he would be glad to forward to the Committee. One of 
the agenda items would be the naming of the Arena. 
XVIII-53 Mr. Harden moved to adjourn (Second, Gamsky). Motion carried on a voice vote. 
The Academic Senate adjourned at 8:15 p.m. 
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